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August 24,2006 

The Honorable Chairman and Members of 
the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission 

465 South King Street 
Kekuanaoa Building, 1 st Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Dear Commissioners: 

Subject: Docket No. 05-0069 
Energy Efficiency Docket 

On July 14,2006, HECO/HELCO/MECO filed responses to information requests on its 
Final Statement of Position ("FSOP") received from the partieslparticipants to the subject 
proceeding. 

In its response to CAIHECO-IR-9, HECO/HELCO/MECO provided as attachments 
updated Exhibits 7, 8, 10 and 12, which were originally included in its FSOP, filed June 1,2006. 
In discussions with the Rocky Mountain Institute with respect to the updated exhibits, certain 
errors and omissions in the spreadsheets included as Exhibits 7, 10 and 12 to the IR-response 
were identified. Attached is a revised response to CAIHECO-IR-9 and revised Exhibits 7, 10 
and 12. Also attached to the revised IR-response are pages 2-3 summarizing the revisions to 
Exhibits 7, 10 and 12 and providing a brief explanation of the benefit/cost tests. As a result of 
these revisions, Exhibit 13 to HECO's FSOP also needed to be updated. Exhibit 8, which was 
not revised from that provided in the IR-response, is also being provided herein as an attachment 
so that these related exhibits are together to better facilitate their review. HECOIHELCOMECO 
apologize for any inconvenience that these revisions may cause the partieslparticipants. If you 
have any questions on this matter, please contact Dean Matsuura at 543-4622. 

Attachments 

cc: Division of Consumer Advocacy 
R. Young, Esq. 
H. Curtis 
C. Freedman 
W. Bollmeier I1 
H. A. Dutch Achenbach 
L. D. H. Nakazawa, Esq. 

Sincerely, 

w 
K. Davoodi 
B. Moto, Esq. 
K. Datta 
R. Reed 
J. Crouch 
G. T. Aoki, Esq. 
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CA/HECO-IR-9 Ref: Final Statement of Position 

On page 44, the Company states that an increase in the customer incentive in the REWH and 
RNC programs was not reflected in exhibits 7 and 8. Please provide updated copies of exhibits 
7, 8, and 10 with the change reflected. 

HECO Response: 

Please see the attached updated Exhibits 7, 8, 10 and 12 which include the increased 

REWH and RNC incentive. For illustrative purposes, the calculation of DSM program cost- 

effectiveness includes utility compensation Alternative No. 2 as proposed by m C O  on page 79 

of its FSOP. Alternative No. 2 is just one of the three utility compensation proposals being 

offered by HECO in this docket. The updated exhibits also reflect the revisions listed on page 2 

of this response. Page 3 of this response provides a brief explanation of the benefitlcost tests. 

Also attached is Exhibit 13 from HECO's FSOP, which required updating for the revised 

program costs. The revisions reduced the 20-year planning horizon Lifetime Benefits and Net 

Benefits, which in turn reduced the benefitlcost ratios. These updated exhibits replace the same 

exhibits in HECO's FSOP filed June 1, 2006. 
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Revisions to HECO's Response to CAABCO-IR-9 

Exhibit 7 - Program Impact and Cost 
1. Kept unescalated RDLC customer incentive levels constant once customer participation 

becomes constant. 
2. Kept unit customer incentive levels constant for the first five years, then escalated by 

2.2% thereafter to reflect generalized inflation. At this time, HECO is not proposing an 
increase in unit incentive levels for the first five years. 

3. Made more transparent the conversion to a 2.2% escalation in direct labor and outside 
services program cost. 

Exhibit 8 - Program Changes from Rate Case 
No changes are necessary in this Exhibit. First year (2006) program budgets were not 
affected. 

Exhibit 10 - Cost-Effectiveness Results 
1. Set participant costs for the RLI Program to zero, since HECO is paying for all measures 

under this program. 
2. Halted federal tax credit on RNC solar water heating systems after 2007, consistent with 

EPACT 2005. 
3. Updated energy rates used to estimate customer bill savings to reflect the more recent 

fuel oil price projections shown in Exhibit 12. Since the model only accepts one energy 
rate per program, the updated energy rates reflect $60/bbl LSFO fuel. 

4. Extended program costs and impacts for the RDLC and CIDLC programs beyond 2016, 
to 2025. 

5. Corrected cell reference problems for RNC program impacts. 
6. Corrected the calculation of participant benefits for all programs. 
7. Updated the program benefit end-effects (i.e., 2026 and beyond) to reflect a new 

calculation in Exhibit 12 for levelized avoided energy and capacity rates. 
8. The new avoided energy and capacity costs per kwh and kw, respectively, at the net-to- 

system level were adjusted by losses and applied to DSM program impacts at the gross 
generation, or system, level to determine program benefits. 

Exhibit 12 - DSM Program Avoided Energy and Capacity Cost 
1. Provided a new calculation, "Levelized (06-25)", for both avoided energy and avoided 

capacity costs. When multiplied by the yearly energy or capacity impacts, this levelized 
rate results in a stream of avoided costs with the same Net Present Value as shown in 
columns 7 and 17, for avoided energy and capacity, respectively. 

2. Deleted figures that previously appeared under columns 11 (for Energy) and 21 (for 
Capacity). These figures were labeled "NPV (06$)" and "Levelized (06$)", and were not 
meaningful for the DSM Avoided Cost analysis. They were inadvertently used to assist 
in the calculation of end-effects (Exhibit 10). 

Exhibit 13 - Utility DSM Compensation 
1. Estimates of the existing Shareholder Incentive (line 12) and Shared Savings (line 3 1) 

were revised as the result of adjusting program costs. 
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DSM cost tests.xls 

Participant Cost Test 

Shareholder lncentive 
Decreased revenue 

Benefits 

Reduction in Bill 
Incentive Paid by Utility 
Tax credits received 

w 

Program Administrator (Utility) Cost Test 

ost of equipment purchased 

Tax credits received 

Costs 

Cost of equipment purchased 
Sales Tax 
Installation cost 
O&M costs 
Removal costs 

Benefits 

Avoided energylcapacity cost 

Measures the benefits and costs to 
the customer due to participation in 
the DSM program. 

Costs 

Program costs 
Customer rebates 
Shareholder lncentive 

Measures net costs or benefits of a 
DSM program based on costs 
incurred by the program 
administrator. 

Combination of the effects of DSM 
on both customers participating and 
not participating in the programs. 
In other words, the summation of 
the benefit and cost terms of the 
Ratepayer Impact Measure and 
Participant Cost Tests. The 
incentives received by the 
participants and paid by the utility 
cancel out. The reductions in 
participants bills and reduction in 
revenue also cancel 

7 

Measures what happens to 
customer rates due to changes in 
utility revenues and operating costs 
caused by the program. For 
example, rates will go up if 
revenues collected after program 
implementation are less than the 
total costs incurred by the utility in 
implementing the program. 

? 

Source: 
California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-side Programs and Projects, 
October 2001 

& 



EXHBIT 7 FINAL EE Docket Summary w ROC (07-14-06) ESD Rev 082106 (2).xls EE Docket Summary 
Overall Summary (1) 

TABLE A: SAVINGS AND INCENTIVE SUMMARY 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS 

Current Values (Proposed for EE Docket) 
P 

2006 Savings I (Net system Level) I 2006 Budget (Million $) I 
I I Annual I Peak I 

I 

I 

TABLE B: SAVINGS AND INCENTIVE SUMMARY - GROSS SYSTEM LEVEL 
LOAD MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

Note: 1) Implementation includes base labor, outside services, marketing, advertising, and evaluation. Excludes utility incentive 

Assumotions: 
Escalation Rate = 2.2% 
Retail Rates 
Residential Energy Rate ($/kwh) 0.1611 
Commercial Industrial Energy Rate ($/kwh) 0.1968 
Commercial Industrial Demand Charge ($/kW-yr) 46.00 

Return on Costs (% of Admin&lncentive Costs) 15% 

HECO EE Docket -- Overall Summary 
Page 1 of 1 
8/24/2006 
REVISED 
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Program-Level Changes 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

Energy Efficiency Programs 

Commercial lndustrial Energy Efficiency 

Commercial lndustrial New Construction 

Commercial lndustrial Custom Rebates 

Energy Solutions for the Home 

Residential Efficient Water Heat 

Residential New Construction 

Residential Low Income 

Residential Direct Load Control 

Commercial lndustrial Direct Load Control 

Page 2/23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

Change from Rate Case 

Measures analyzed for rate case included: HE Cooling, CFL, T8, T5, LED Exit, Induction, Premium Efficient 
Motors and Window Tinting. 
Several measures added to analysis for Docket (in red): HE Cooling, CFL, T8, Delamping, T5, LED Exit, 
Induction, High Pressure Sodium, Metal Halide, Occupancy Sensors, Premium Efficient Motors and Window 
Tinting. 
Measures analyzed for rate case were: HE Cooling, CFL, T8,T5, Induction, Premium Efficient Motors and 
Window Tinting. 
Several measures added to analysis for Docket (in red): HE Cooling, CFL, T8, T5, Induction, High Pressure 
Sodium, Metal Halide, Occupancy Sensors, Premium Efficient Motors, Window Tinting and Customized 
Measures. 
Analysis framework changed for Docket. Savings and customer cost based on review of historical program 
data (from DSMlS records) with appropriate adjustments made to reflect measures that are now included in 
ClEE program. 

Central AC was changed to split system AC due to more prevalent market for the latter. 
EnergyStar appliances were assumed to be one of 3 possibilities: clothes washer, refrigerator, dishwasher 
whereas in the rate case it was assumed that the typical participant would take all three. 
lncentive amounts increased in Docket vs. Rate Case for Room AC ($75 vs. $59), Packaged AC ($1 10 from 
$107 for Central AC), Ceiling fans ($40 vs. $39) and equipment servicing ($50 vs. $47). 
lncentive amount decreased for CFL ($7.50 vs. $23 to reflect better information about equipment cost), 
EnergyStar appliances ($50 vs. $130 to reflect assumption change of 1 appliance vs. 3 appliances). 
No change. 
CFL package was added to RNC program. 
lncentive level for Tank and Timer increased to reflect the ongoing $60lyear payment to customers who 
particpate in HECO's cycling of their water heaters during periods of system constraint. 
lncentive level for Gold Plus option of Build Green was increased to 50% of customer's cost to provide extra 
encouragment for natural ventilation. 
CFL package was made identical to ESH program (e.g., number of bulbs and cost of bulbs). 
Equipment servicing was removed from the program due to limited market for Central AC among low income 
customers. 
Adjustment to number of participants made based on implementation experience. 
Planned delay in startup for air conditioning component relative to rate case assumption. 
Addition of voluntary load control and small DLC program components whereas the prior program design 
only anticipated having large C&l customers participating. 



Number of New Participants 

I Number of First y e a r  
Participants 

Component 
Rate Case Proposed 

Docket 
a. HE Coolin 

b. CFL Lighting 1 50 1 75 

c. HE Lighting - T8 100 150 

d. Delamping N A 25 

e. HE Lighting - T5 25 25 
f. HE Lighting - LED Exit 75 75 

g. HE Lighting - Induction 1 38 1 10 

h. HE HPS HID I NA 1 10 

i. HE Metal Halide I NA 1 10 

j. Occupancy Sensors N A 50 

k. Premium Efficiency Motors 72 50 

I. Window Tinting 75 25 

Rationale for Change 

According to DSMlS database, fewer cooling measures than originally anticipated. 
New measure is expected to draw a larger number of participants; this perspective is 
based on positive market response to HECO's current CFL experience in the residential 
sector. 
Better than expected market response suggests higher levels of participation than 
originally anticipated. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
No chanoe. 
No change. 
According to DSMlS database (for CICR), very few measures adopted by customers 
historically. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
According to DSMlS databse, fewer installations than originally thought. Value of 50 
represents a modest increase relative to historical program trends. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

Page 3/23 
711 412006 
REVISED 



Number of New Participants 

>INC 

I Number of First Year I 

a. HE Cooling 1 85 1 60 

Component 

c. HE Lighting - T8 I 85 1 50 

Participants 

b. CFL Lighting 

k. Customized Measures I NA I 15 

Rate Case 
Rationale for Change 

Proposed 
Docket 

33 

I~cco rd in~  to DSMIS, fewer cooling measures than originally estimated suaaests a more 

35 

lmoderate level of penetration for future program. ~ a l i e  stii significantly Giber than - - - 
historical projections. 
Rouohlv the same in hoth cases . . - - . . . -. . - - - . . . - . . . - - -. . - - - - - . 

 m mount reduced to account for the fact that in many new construction situations, T8 
llighting is the baseline practice. Based on DSMIS, historical participation considerably 
power than projection however HECO believes that with higher incentive levels, 

articipation rates will climb in future years. 
oughly the same in both cases. 

According to DSMIS database (for CICR), very few measures adopted by customers 
Ihistorically. No measures adopted under CINC. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional i n ~ u t  from - 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
:HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from - 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Roughly the same in both cases. 
Measure generally not adopted for new construction situations according to HECO 
Energy services personnel. 

- 
According to DSMIS, when presciptive measures taken out of customized, the historical 
number of participants is significantly reduced. However, with a planned elimination of 
the Pyear payback criteria, the number of participants is expected to rise relative to 
historical levels (adjusted for the exclusion of prescriptive measures). 
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Component 

a. Customized Measures 

Rationale for Change 

According to DSMIS, when presciptive measures taken out of customized, the historical 
number of participants is significantly reduced. However, with a planned elimination of 
the ?-year payback criteria, the number of participants is expected to rise relative to 
historical levels (adjusted for the exclusion of prescriptive measures). 

Number of First Year 
Participants 

Rate Case 

60 

Proposed 
Docket 

" 



Number of New Participants 
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Component 

a. CFL Package 

b. HE Room AX 

c. HE Split System A/C 

d. Energy Star Ceiling Fans 

e. Energy Star Appliances 
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0 

8 
=' 

Rationale for Change 

Interim program proposes signficant increase in participation levels for this program 
relative to rate case projections. This reflects HECO's subsequent projections of short- 
term capacity shortfalls and its plans to ramp up this program signficantly in the short 
term. During the 2007-2009 timeframe, projected participation levels drop off signficantly 
as the market becomes saturated. By 2010, HECO projects no further ESH program 
activities for CFLs and instead will focus on other longer-term measures. 

After conducting a review of the market size for Room Acs, it was concluded that the 
original participation level would mean that HECO is reaching 50% of the equipment 
turnover market each year, which was deemed too optimistic. Thus, the level was 
reduced to 25%, which amounts to roughly 4,000 units per year. 
HECO does not track split system AC saturation, but estimates that roughly 5000 units 
turnover each year. HECO expects to capture about 12.5% of the turnover market each 
year for this measure. 

The original projection of 5000 households per year was determined to be far too 
aggressive given the capital cost that customers would need to outlay to qualify for a 
rebate. As such, the participation levels were cut in half to reflect more realistic targets. 

No change. 

Number of First Year 
Participants 

Rate Case 

20,000 

7,723 

2,500 

5,000 

5,000 

Proposed 
Docket 

60'000 

4'000 

625 

2,500 

5,000 



Number of New Participants 
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2,500 1,250 

This would only apply to CAC and split system AC units, which there are about 35000 
units in the service territory. The original figure represented 7% of the market. HECO 
expects far fewer applications of this measure than originally anticipated, due in large part 
to the up-front cost that would have to borne by the customer in order to qualify for the 
rebate. 



Number of New Participants 

EWH 

J 
0 m 
C 

0\ 

0 
'TI 
'dl 
'dl 

omponent 

a. Solar Water Heat 
b. HE Electric Water Heat 

a. Solar Water Heat 

b. HE Electric Water Heat 

c. Tank and Timer 

d. CFLs 

e. BuiltGreen-Bronze 
f. BuiltGreen-Silver 
g. BuiltGreen-Gold 
h. BuiltGreen-Gold Plus 
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550 

1,500 

771 

N A 

1 00 
75 
50 
50 

Rationale for Change 

No change. 
No change. 

Number of First Year 
Participants 

Rate Case 

1,400 
1,400 

1,000 

400 

500 

1'000 

100 
75 
50 
50 

Proposed 
Docket 
1,400 
1,400 

The 550 participants per year level is reached in the third year. HECO believes that with 
the addition of federal tax credits and the high levels of new construction on Oahu, there 
will be a bump-up in participants over the 2006-07 timeframe. 
Based on historical evidence, HECO felt that the original participation levels were far 
greater than it has seen in the past. With no change in the incentive levels offered, 
participation was reduced to levels approximately in line with historical RNC levels. 
Based on historical evidence, HECO felt that the original participation levels were far 
greater than it has seen in the past. With no change in the incentive levels offered, 
participation was reduced to levels approximately in line with historical RNC le 
This is a new addition to the RNC program and HECO expect to offer a CFL package 
over the full 20-year time horizon. 
No change. 
No change. 
No change. 
No change. 



Number of New Participants 

LI 
omponent 

a. CFL Package 
b. Water Heat Package 

c. Equipment Servicing 

omponent 

a. Water Heating 

b. Air Conditioning 
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omponent 

a. Direct Load Control 

b. Voluntary Load Control 

c. Small Customer DLC 

Rationale for Change 

No change. 
No change. 

HECO felt that this measure would be difficult for the outside implementation contractors 
to implement given that they don't possess the necessary expertise to do servicing of 
cooling equipment. Also. because of the relatively small number of CAC and split system 
AC units in this market segment, the measure was dropped from the program. 

Number of First Year 

Rationale for Change 

Implementation experience suggests that rate case projections were slightly 
underrepresented thus the 12% increase in 2006 participation levels. 
Projected ramp-up of new program element implies that rate case participation levels 

.won't be achieved until year 3 of the program offerring (2008). 

Number of First Year 

Rate Case 

4,000 
2,000 

692 

Rate Case 

8,000 

900 

Proposed 
Docket 
4,000 
2,000 

O 

Proposed 
Docket 

81gg0 

loo 

Rationale for Change 

No change. 
This program element added to tap markets that typically don't participate in DLC 
programs. 
This program element added to tap markets that typically don't participate in DLC 
programs. 

Number of First Year 

Rate Case 

10 

N A 

N A 

Proposed 
Docket 
10 

15 

80 
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Component 

a. HE Cooling 

b. CFL Lightlng -- 
c. HE Lighting - T8 

d. Delamping 

e. HE Lighting - T5 

f. HE Lighting - LED Exit 

g. HE Lighting - Induction 

h. HE HPS HID 

i. HE Metal Halide 

j. Occupancy Sensors 

k. Premium Efficiency Motors 

I. Window Tintlng 
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O Z '  
6 a 
$ "30-b 

Y' 0\ 

0 
0 
0\ 
\O 

Rationale for Change 

Greater emphasis on larger systems, drawing on historical experience which indicates 
higher average impacts led to adjustments in proportion of participants across different 
building types. 
Roughly the same in both cases. 

Unit-Level 
Rate 

Energy 
(kWWPart) 

44,383 

33,305 

Savings 

Proposed Docket Case 

Peak Demand 
(kw) 

5.03 

5.62 
29,782 

N A 

12,385 

3,070 

30,585 

N A 

N A 

N A 

44,726 

10,208 

Energy 
(kWWPart) 

67,587 

32,740 
4.16 

N A 

2.50 

0.35 

5.15 

N A 

N A 

N A 

8.39 

0.66 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

9.68 

5.61 
32,735 

91,376 

54,655 

3,070 

2,877 

5,818 

23,669 

3.210 

6,653 

10,208 

4.80 

"01 

0.35 

0.62 

'''' 
4'76 

0'69 

1.16 

0.66 

Impacts slightly increased based on historical averages suggesting higher impacts. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
lmpacts Increased significantly to reflect HECO field experience which suggests that 
larger installations are typically made. 
No change. 
lmpacts reduced significantly to reflect HECO field experience which suggests very few 
installations, and those that are made typically yield smaller impacts based on estimated 
small share of total floorarea affected. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
lmpacts reduced significantly based on DSMlS data. KEMA impact evaluation results 
used as input for unit-level impact. Previous estimates were based on faulty 
assumptions in BEST model. 
No change. 



Unit Level lmpacts 

:INC 

Component 

a. HE Cooling 

b. CFL Lighting 

c. HE Lighting - T8 

d. HE Lighting - T5 

e. HE Lighting - lnduct~on 

f. HE HPS HID 

g. HE Metal Halide 

h. Occupancy Sensors 

i. Premium Efficiency Motors 

j. Window Tinting 

k. Customized Measures 
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Rationale tor Change 

Original estimates based on profile of typical large C&l measures. Aiter consultations 
with HECO program staff, historical program data was deemed a more appropopriate 
proxy for characterizing per-participant impacts. lmpacts based on DSMlS historical 
experience, adjusted with exclusion of measures now included in the CIEE program. 

Component 

a. Customized Measures 

Rationale for Change 

Greater emphasis on larger systems, drawing on historical experience which indicates 
higher average impacts led to adjustments in proportion of participants across different 
building types. 
Roughly the same in both cases. 
Roughly the same in both cases, and estimates in line with recent historical averages for 
the program. 
lmpacts increased significantly to reflect HECO field experience which suggests that 
larger installations are typically made. 
Impacts reduced significantly to reflect HECO field experience which suggests very few 
installations, and those that are made typically yield smaller impacts based on estimated 
small share of total floorarea affected. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
Measure not included in initial analysis; changed made based on additional input from 
HECO Energy Services personnel. 
lmpacts reduced significantly based on DSMlS data. KEMA impact evaluation results 
used as input for unit-level impact. Previous estimates were based on fauly 
assumptions in BEST model. 
Roughly the same in both cgses. 
Measure not included in initial analysis. lmpacts based on DSMlS historical experience, 
adjusted with exclusion of measures now included in prescriptive portion of ClNC 
program. 

Unlt-Level 

Unit-Level Savings 

Rate 

Energy 
(kWNPart) 

40,196 

24,478 

25,203 

9,703 

22,347 

N A 

N A 

N A 

31,533 

8,878 

N A 

Savlngs 

Case 

Peak Demand 
(kw) 

4.22 

3.79 

0.09 

1.90 

3.44 

N A 

N A 

N A 

6.77 

0.54 

N A 

Proposed 

Energy 
(kWNPart) 

51,643 

24,074 

27,721 

47,064 

4,502 

4,545 

18,486 

3,210 

6,653 

8,878 

105,777 

Rate Case 

Docket 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

8.86 

3.74 

O.10 

12'84 

0.88 

0.88 

3'69 

0'69 

1.16 

0.54 

11.40 

Proposed Docket 

Energy 
(kWNPart) 

152,416 

Energy 
(kWhPart) 

160,223 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

28.79 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

20'93 



Unit Level lmpacts 
f SH 

I Unit-Level Savings 
Rate Case I Prowsed Docket I 

Component 

a. CFL Package 

b. HE Room AIC 

c. HE Splii System AIC 

d. Energy Star Ceiling Fans 

e. Energy Star Appliances 

f. Equipment Servicing 

Rationale for Change Component 

Rationale for Change 

No change. 
Adjustments to reflect diierent baseline and high efficiency EERs than originally 
estimated. 
Slight adjustments to account for mix of CAC and split system AC whereas before the 
assumption was strictly CAC. 
No Change. 

Impacts reduced to reflect assumption that only 1 appliance would be rebated per 
household, whereas in the prior analysis it was assumed that a customer would adopt all 
three measure types (Energy Star clothes washer, dishwasher and refrigerator). 

Slight adjustments to account for mix of CAC and split system AC whereas before the 
assumption was strictly CAC. 

Unit-Level Savings 

zoo 
? 

F 
8 
% 

a. Solar Water Heating 

b. HE Electric Water Heat 
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Energy 
(kWNPart) 

196 

259 

487 

395 

945 

487 

Proposed Docket 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

~ - r - - - -  - - -  ~ - -  

3,250 

200 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

0.04 

0.13 

0.32 

0.01 

0.19 

0.32 

Energy 
(kWNPart) 

196 

373 

545 

395 

313 

620 

Energy 
(kWNPart) 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

0.04 

O." 

0.31 

0.01 

0.12 

Peak Demand 
(kw) 

0.73 

0.02 

2,230 

160 

0'51 

0.03 

Original values based on generic modeling approach; revised values reflect recent KEMP 
evaluation estimates. 
Original values based on generic modeling approach; revised values reflect recent KEMP 
evaluation estimates. 
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RNC 
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Component 

a. Solar Water Heat 

b. HE Electric Water Heat 

c. Tank and Timer 

d. CFLs 

e. BuiltGreen-Bronze 

f. BuiltGreen-Silver 

g. BuiltGreen-Gold 

h. BuiltGreen-Gold Plus 
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Rationale for Change 

Original values based on generic modeling approach; revised values reflect recent KEMA 
evaluation estimates. 
Original values based on generic modeling approach; revised values reflect recent KEMA 
evaluation estimates. 
Original values based on generic modeling approach; revised values reflect recent KEMA 
evaluation estimates. 
This is a new measure added to the RNC program that was not anticipated at the time of 
the rate case. 
Adjustments to reflect different assumptions about baseline and high efficiency SEER 
levels and other measure combinations not previously considered. 
Adjustments to reflect different assumptions about baseline and high efficiency SEER 
levels and other measure combinations not previously considered. 
Adjustments to reflect different assumptions about baseline and high efficiency SEER 
levels and other measure combinations not previously considered. 
Adjustments to reflect different assumptions about baseline and high efficiency SEER 
levels and other measure combinations not previously considered. 

Unlt-Level Savings 
Rate Case - 

Energy 
(kW WPart) 

3,250 

50 

13 

N A 

883 

1,772 

3,146 

6,286 

Proposed Docket 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

0.73 

0.00 

0.00 

N A 

0.50 

0.70 

1.30 

3.00 

Energy 
(kWhlPart) 

2,294 

160 

262 

1 96 

1,616 

2,535 

3,797 

6,261 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

0'50 

0.49 

0.04 

0'99 

3.04 



Unit Level Impacts 

RLI 
Unit-Level Savings 

Rate Case Proposed Docket 
Component 

Energy Peak Demand Energy Peak Demand Rationale for Change 

(kWWPart) (kw) (kWh/Part) (kw) 

I 
-...- ----. ---... - 

! - - - - - -. Rate Case Proposed Docket I - 

I I I I I 

RDLC 

a. CFL Package 65.00 0.01 I 196 

b. Water Heat Package 

c. Equipment Servicing 

Package made identical to ESH package for consistency (3 bulbs vs. 2 bulbs in previous 
0.04 I :-, 

Rationale for Change 

787.00 

487.00 

Component 

-....-. -.-"...a " 

Rate Case I Proposed Docket 

Energy Peak Demand Energy Peak Demand 

0.16 

0.32 

a. Water Heating 

b. Air Condiiioning 

Cl DLC 
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777 

N A 

(kWh/Part) 

0.00 

0.00 

Component 

a. Direct Load Control 

b. Voluntary Load Control 

b. Small Customer DLC 
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0.19 

NA 

(kW) 

0.68 

0.79 

0.00 

N A 

N A 

a1 ~rr~ysisl. 

Measure package changed based on HECO field experience suggesting that water 
heater wraps not effective measure. Revisions resulted in lower energy savings but 
higher demand impact (due to BEST model anomolies). 

HECO felt that this measure would be difficult for the outside implementation contractors 
to implement given that they don't possess the necessary expertise to do servicing of 
cooling equipment. Also, because of the relatively small number of CAC and split system 
AC units in this market segment, the measure was dropped from the program. 

Rationale for Change 

Unit-Level Savings 

(kwW%rt) 

0 

0 

350.00 

N A 

N A 

Rate Case 

(kW) 

0.79 

Proposed Docket 

Energy 
(kWWart) 

0 

0 

0 

Rate case impact was represented at the gross system level rather than the gross 
customer level. 
No change. 

Energy 
(kWWPart) 

Peak Demand 
(kW) 

Peak Demand 
(kw) 

75-350 

75-350 

5.00 

Rate case impact was represented at the gross system level rather than the gross 
customer level. Range of savings depends on whether customer agrees to have an 
under-frequency relay (UFR) installed. 
Feature not included in rate case. Range of savings depends on whether customer 
agrees to have a UFR installed. 
Feature not included in rate case. 



Incentives and lmplementation 

ClEE 

I I 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 1 $1,443,3481 $1,107,037( I 

Component 

TOTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 
Implementation 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Preliminary Energy Assessments 
Advertising 
Admin/Misc 
Total Outside Services 
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$229,767 

$3,500 

$35,632 

$200,000 
$259,035 
$239,667 
$967,601 

Rationale for Change 

Overall, larger number of participants projected relative to rate case 
projections. Measure level incentives unchanged from rate case. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

First Year Amount 
Rate Case 
(2005TY) 

$26188'753 

$1 08,246 
$367,501 
$475,747 

$160,053 

71778 

l1  78 

$187,500 
$170,589 
$1 09,077 
$726,175 

Proposed 
Docket (2006) 

$212651425 

0104r220 
$276'642 
$380,862 

Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 
Higher costs than originally anticipated due to added measures to the 
program. 
Costs estimated from historical M&E experience; prior value based on 
industry standard. 
Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 
Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 
Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 



Incentives and lmplementation 

SING 
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Component 

TOTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 
Implementation 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Design Assistance 
Advertising 
AdminIMisc 
Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 
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Rationale far Change 

Overall, larger number of participants projected relative to rate case 
projections. Measure level incentives unchanged from rate case. Also, 
addition of Customized measures results in higher overall costs. 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005W 

$81 2,837 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 

$936,019 

$48,165 
$1 66,087 
$214,252 

$171,910 

$3,500 

$14,495 

$1 00,000 
$79,182 
$72,154 

$441,241 

$655,493 

14'573 
$222'725 
$337,298 

$72,501 

7,778 

$38'864 

$100,000 
$81,599 
$53,890 

$364,632 

$701,930 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 
Higher costs than originally anticipated due to added measures to the 
program. 
Costs estimated from historical M&E experience; prior value based on 
industry standard. 
No change. 
Projected slightly higher costs based on more recent field experience. 
Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 



Incentives and lmplementation 
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Component 

-0TAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

MPLEMENTATION COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 
Implementation 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Feasibility Studies 

Advertising 

AdminlMisc 
Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 
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Rationale for Change 

Overall, smaller number of participants projected relative to rate case due 
to the shift of several measures over to CIEE. Incentive levels unchanged 
from rate case. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 
Higher costs than originally anticipated due to added measures (i.e., those 
with < 2 year payback) to the program. 
Costs estimated from historical M&E experience; prior value based on 
industry standard. 
Projected higher costs due to more emphasis on pure customized 
measures plus further assessment required due to addition of < 2-year 
payback measures. 
Projected lower costs due to fewer participants in the program and good 
customer awareness of the program. 
Projected lower costs based on more recent field experience. 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005TY) 

$1,824,715 

$61,661 
$299,864 
$361,525 

$309,482 

$3,500 

$29,147 

$1 25,000 

$1 45,770 

$1 46,841 
$759,740 

$1,121,265 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 

$743,936 

$145'807 
S371 '503 
$51 7,310 

$36,225 

$171778 

"1890 

$175,000 

$107'061 

$66,176 
$447,130 

$964,440 



Incentives and Implementation 

ISH 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

Page 18 of 23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

Rationale for Change 

Projected lower due to smaller projected number of participants. Incentive 
levels unchanged from rate case. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

Lower implementation costs due to shift from implementation contractor to 
direct labor for program implementation. 
Costs made equivalent across all residential programs. 
Projected lower costs based on revised assumption; prior value based on 
industry standard. 
Advertising budget increased in 2006 due to need for building public 
awareness of CFLs and other new measures being offered under the 
program. Budgets reduced in future years. 
Projected lower costs based on revised assumption. 

Component 

FOTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

MPLEMENTATION COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 

Implementation 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Advertising 

AdminlMisc 
Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005W 

$2'1 37'857 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$200,000 

$1 2,000 

$27,287 

$330,000 

$48,892 
$618,179 

$618,179 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 

'231 '250 

$51'691 
5'393 

$67,084 

$120'0m 

$1 1,111 

51000 

$500,000 

$25,000 
$671,111 

$738,195 



Incentives and lmplementation 

Component 
First Year Amount 

Rate Case 1 Proposed Rationale for Change I 
TOTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 
IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

I I I 
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 1 $1 ,I 38,4071 $1,244,4931 

Outside Services 
Implementation 
Tracking 

Evaluation 

Advertising 
AdminlMisc 
Total Outside Services 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

( 2 0  
$1,120,000 

$58,790 
$1 61,040 
$21 9,830 

Page 19 of 23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

$399,282 
$4,000 

$21,949 

$391,263 
$1 02,083 
$91 8,577 

Docket (2006) 
$1,470,000 

533'637 
S10'017 
$43,654 

Change customer incentive for SWH from $750 to $1000. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

$51 6,732 
$1 1,111 

$65'780 

$488,000 
$1 19,216 

$1,200,839 

Projected higher costs based on field experience. 
Costs made equivalent across all residential programs. 
Costs estimated from historical M&E experience; prior value based on 
industly standard. 
Projected higher costs based on field experience. 
Projected higher costs based on field experience. 



Incentives and Implementation 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

- 

Component 

rOTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

MPLEMENTATION COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 
Implementation 
Tracking 

Evaluation 

Advertising 
AdminIMisc 
Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 

Page 20 of 23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

Rationale for Change 

Costs increased due to revised number of participants and increase of 
incentive for SWH from $750 to $1000. Incentive levels also increased for 
BuiltGreen GoldPlus, which now covers 50% of customer cost to 
encourage natural ventilation and added $60/year incentive for tank and 
timer participants. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 

Projected higher costs based on water heat field experience. 
Costs made equivalent across all residential programs. 
Costs estimated from historical M&E experience (for WH measures) plus 
estimated for new program components (i.e., BuiltGreen); prior value 
based on industry standard. 
Projected higher costs based on water heat field experience. 
Projected higher costs based on water heat field experience. 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005Ty) 

$1,027,000 

$52,074 
$53,274 

$1 05,348 

$340,366 
$5,000 

$1 6,044 

$92,945 
$40,811 

$495,166 

$600,514, 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 

$1,252,000 

571 '770 
$55'004 

$1 26,774 

$379,903 
$1 1 ,I 11 

$21,820 

$1 15,500 
$65,099 

$593,433 

$720,207 



Incentives and Implementation 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

LI 

Component 

OTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 
JlPLEMENTATlON COSTS: 

Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 

Total Labor 

Outside Services 

Implementation 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Advertising 

AdminlMisc 

Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 

Page 21 of 23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

? 

8 
0\ 
\C, 

Rationale for Change 

Reduction due to the elimination of servicing electrical equipment. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 
Direct labor costs added to provide management of outside contractors 
(prior asumption lumped into adminlmisc category). 

Costs increased because of greater than originally expected costs 
associated with the delivery of added EE measures. 
Costs made equivalent across all residential programs. 
Projected higher costs based on revised assumption; prior value based on 
industry standard. 
Budget explicitly addresses program advertising (prior assumption lumped 
into adminlmisc category). 
Lower due to reallocation of administration costs to above-listed 
categories. 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005TY) 

$730,798 

$0 
$0 

$0 

$50,000 

$3,500 

$9,562 

$0 

$1 71,937 

$234,999 

$234,999 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 
$589,000 

$20,972 
$6,245 

$27'21 

$120'000 

$1 1,111 

$54'1 72 

$75'ooo 

S401000 

$300,283 

$327,500 



Incentives and lmplementation 

m.. .I 

Component 
First Year Amount 

Rate Case I Proposed Rationale for Change 
1 (2005TY) I Docket (2006) 1 
I I llncentive amount discounted for new 2006 particpants to recognize that 

OTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 1 $448,2001 $375,7731not all participants come onto the program at the'beginning of ihe year thus 
I I lthere is a reduction in the total year incentive. 

JIPLEMENTATION COSTS: 1 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Equipment I NAI $72,2501~~ui~ment costs were embedded in the implementation category above. 

Outside Services 

lmplementation 

$20,764 
$190,503 
$21 1,267 

I I I 
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 1 $2,432,7591 $3,329,1331 

$211 521763 

Tracking 

Evaluation 

Advertising 

AdminIMisc 

Total Outside Services 



Incentives and Implementation 

IDLC 

Prepared by Greg Wikler 
Global Energy Partners, LLC 

Component 

OTAL INCENTIVE COSTS 

JlPLEMENTATlON COSTS: 
Direct Labor 
Base 
Incremental 
Total Labor 

Outside Services 
Implementation 
Equipment 
Tracking 
Evaluation 
Engineering Studies 
Advertising 
AdminlMisc 
Total Outside Services 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION: 

Page 23 of 23 
711 412006 
REVISED 

1 

Rationale for Change 

Incentive amount discounted for new 2006 particpants to recognize that 
not all participants come onto the program at the beginning of the year thus 
there is a reduction in the total year incentive. 

Differences due to HECO internal methods for estimating labor costs, and 
are a function of total program costs and general corporate overhead rates. 
Direct labor costs added to provide management of outside contractors 

Costs represented in HECO labor. 
Equipment costs were not expensed in the rate case. 

First Year 
Rate Case 
(2005T"Y) 

$573,125 

$1 2,746 
$1 06,697 
$1 19,443 

$56,250 
$25,950 

$0 
$0 
N A 

$6,228 
$0 

$88,428 

$207,871 

Amount 
Proposed 

Docket (2006) 

$227,550 

$428,249 
$0 

$428,249 

$0 
$335,260 
$22,222 
$85,902 

$133,300 
$280,000 
$1 87,928 

$1,044,612 

$1,472,861 
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- 

B/C Ratio 
Dollars 

Program 
Net Lifetime Lifetime 

Benefits ~enefits' 
Total Resource Cost Test Results: 

Costs 

1.28 
1.13 
0.75 
2.39 
0.58 
1.49 - 4.96 
4.48 
23.05 

$26,690,463 
$5,448,066 

($25,088,788) 
$59,638,655 
($27,671,474) 
$20,61 

$25,470,318 
$54,909,977 
$1 54,896,191 

$94,308,896 
$42,562,089 
$98,819,764 
$42,807,877 
$66,560,103 
$42,441,563 

$6,437,703 
$1 5,779,411 
$7,024,664 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL NEW CONTRUCTION 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL CUSTOM REBATES 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS FOR THE HOME 
RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENT WATER HEATING PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 

Utility Cost Test Results: 

$1 20,999,359 
$48,010,155 
$73,730,977 
$1 02,446,532 
$38,888,629 
$63,052,341 
$31,908,021 
$70,689,388 
$1 61,920,855 

.$711,646,256$416,742,071$294,904,17 

2.56 
2.05 
2.97 
4.53 
0.99 
2.28 
2.41 
2.68 
7.07 
2.88 ' 

$73,741,858 
$24,640,165 
$48,890,055 
$79,852,117 
($307,460) 

$35,349,906 
$1 8,678,957 
$44,273,455 
$1 39,031,565 

$47,257,501 
$23,369,990 
$24,840,922 
$22,594,415 
$39,196,089 
$27,702,435 
$1 3,229,064 
$26,415,933 
$22,889,290 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL NEW CONTRUCTION 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL CUSTOM REBATES 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS FOR THE HOME 
RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENT WATER HEATING PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 

Ratepayer Impact Measure Test Results: 

$1 20,999,359 
$48,010,155 
$73,730,977 
$1 02,446,532 
$38,888,629 
$63,052,341 
$31,908,021 
$70,689,388 
$1 61,920,855 

TOTAL $71 1,646,256 1 $247,495,638 1 $464,150,617 

0.37 
0.36 
0.32 
0.76 
0.37 
0.73 
0.47 
2.68 
4.21 
0.62 

($208,582,036) 
($85,929,606) 
($1 53,470,749) 
($32,011,189) 
($67,448,222) 
($23,876,686) 
($35,386,176) 
$44,273,455 
$123,448,516 
($438,982,692) 

$329,581,395 
$1 33,939,761 
$227,201,725 
$1 34,457,721 
$106,336,850 
$86,929,026 
$67,294,197 
$26.41 5,933 
$38,472,339 

$1,150,628,948 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL NEW CONTRUCTION 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL CUSTOM REBATES 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS FOR THE HOME 
RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENT WATER HEATING PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
TOTAL 
Participant Test Results: 

$120,999.359 
$48,010,155 
$73,730,977 
$1 02,446,532 
$38,888,629 
$63,052,341 
$31,908,021 
$70,689,388 
$1 61,920,855 
$71 1,646,256 

3.86 
3.69 - 
2.45 
3.73 
1.52 
2.03 
NA 
NA 
NA 

$209,151,415 
$80,585,054 
$1 19,804,143 
$81,883,174 
$22,827,171 
$30,039,057 
$54,065,133 

$0 
$1 5,583,049 

T O T A L $ 9 0 3 , 1 3 3 , 3 1 0 - - x K - -  

$73,172,479 
$29,984,718 
$82,556,660 
$29,980,132 
$44,313,590 
$29,187,535 

$0 
$0 
$0 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL NEW CONTRUCTION 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL CUSTOM REBATES 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS FOR THE HOME 
RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENT WATER HEATING PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 

$282,323,895 
$1 10,569,771 
$202,360,803 
$1 1 1,863,306 
$67,140,761 
$59,226,591 
$54,065,133 

$0 
$1 5,583,049 



Cost Effectiveness Analysis - Input Summary Table 
HECO ENERGY EFFICIENCY DOCRET 

General Data 
Discount Rate (Yo) 8.09% 
General Escalation Rate (?/o) 2.20% 
Avoided Costs Escalation Rate 2.20% 
Program Start Year 2006 
Analysis Framework 20-YEAR PLANNING HORIZON 
Externality Factor: OYo 
Table Titles: DETAILED SUMUARY FOR 2006 START YEAR. 
Customer to Generation Ratio: 11.17% 

- 20-YEAR PLANNING HORIZON SUMMARY 

g 
0 'dl 
% ' d l  

Program 

1. CIEE 
2. CINC 

HECO Energy Efficiency Docket 
EXHIBIT 10 FINAL CE Analysis DOCKET (08-09-06) ESD 082206 (2).xls 
Page 2 of 12 
8124i2006 
REVISED 

Program Name 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRItV, NEW CONTRUCTION 

Measure 
Lifetime 

15 
15 

3. CICR 
4. ESH 
5. REWH 
6. RNC 
7. RLI 
8. RDLC 
9. CIDLC 
1. Source: HECO A&S Report for existing programs; estimated values for new programs based on program experience. W U M  W 
2. Source: October 2005 recorded revenue per kwh for residential and commercial (Scheds J &P) customers. ECAF based on $59.71/bbl LSFO. & O X  n e b  

O ~ c r  h)%=;. 8 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL CUSTOM REBATES 
ENERGY SOLUTIONS FOR THE HOME 
RESIDENTIAL EFFICIENT WATER HEATING PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME 
RESIDENTWL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 

Net to Gross Ratio' Retail Rate2 

Energy 

0.6530 
0.5960 
0.7590 
0.8500 
0.7290 
0.8410 
1.0000 
1 .0000 
1.0000 

Energy 
($/kwh) 

0.161 
0.161 
0.161 
0.197 
0.197 
0.197 
0.197 
0.197 
0.161 

Demand 

0.6640 
0.6100 
0.7550 
0.8500 
0.7310 
0.8850 
1 .WOO 
1 .0000 
1 .WOO 

Demand 
($/kW) 

46 
46 
46 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
46 



q g 5 p i e  
i s &  & 6 8. 5 
ciaa a 3 a 
$88 3 g 1 : 
3$E #! t t 9 cia3 a 8 3 2 
5?? E. 3 q fi 
$83 8 r# n 8 
s s d  a 3 3 2 
:qi? i? $ 8 : 
88s; s; c 
asra a 3 
p a 3  3 $ 8 6 
5 4 8  $ 8 I s. cisra a $ ~i 2 
6Z$$3" 3 p g=e! e! = n . srsra a $ 3 2 
Ptf f l q 5 
8 8 8  5 $2, 2 q 3 ; 
p a  a j 3 8 
58% 9 5 3 g 
318 r r 

g 9  9 3 s E. 
&85 51 ? 6 E 
888 a 3 r a 

B l l  1 ii p 3 
Cft 1 3  r?. $ 
188 a 3 r a 

K g 5  5 I 3 s 
IRE 5 5 8 
er8li 8 

$8% 8 1 4 $ 
tq3. 3 R 8 ii. 
388 , q x a 

Revised 08-24-06 
CA/HECO-IR-9 
DOCKET NO. 05-0069 
PAGE 34 OF 55 
Exhibit 10 
Docket No. 05-0069 
Page 3 



TABLE 2. CHC: DETAILED SUMMARY FOR 2 W  START YEAR - mYEAR PLANNINQ HORIZON SUMMARY 
PROQRAM NAME: COMMERCIAL WDUSTRIAL NEW CONTRUWN 

BENEFIT CMCUUTIOI(B: 
= ? p p Z l P P P ? P P P l P t P ~ 1 P I l i ) P l r ( P P l P ~ ; g l l P 2 P r P p P B D 1 B Z 1 p p P a m a l a ~  

HECO Enrw Eflkbncy Lbcket 
CE A ~ l y s l s  DOCKET (0808-06) ESD 082208 (2).xls 
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TABLE 8. RDLC: DETAILED SUMMARY FOR 2008 START YEAR - Z O Y E M  PLANNING HORIZON SUMMARY 
PROQRAM NAME: RESIDENTIAL DIRECT LOAD CONTROL 

NOT INCLUDED IN ANuYOlS 

M.pur WULme 

urPrn 
$l , l l t , a i~  ~ 1 . 8 e l . ~ ~  $ 2 , 6 2 9 ~ ~ ~  ~,857.180 $0 $0 SO ~ , 4 2 4 m 7  44,534,824 ( ~ m . 7 0 ~  ~ 2 0 , 7 0 5 ~  $19,116,882 $17,888,919 ~16,848,un $18,~t,428 $15,~r7,876 * 8 , 0 2 8 . ~  410~~3.889 

So So So So So 
Taw 

S o S o S o S o  So So So So So So So So 
670,888,388 8l,ltl,W5 $1.991,028 $2,629,130 52,857,180 $0 $0 So $22,424201 S24.9M.824 $22,S'32,mO t20.705280 $10,115,882 $17,889,019 $16,cl*p.404 $16,,301.428 $16,777,676 -$S,OZB,(PB 410,903,888 

EnrW 
$1.111.025 $1*8e1*m8 ~ ~ 8 ~ , ~ ~  %857,1W $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,&4ZQ7 $24,534,824 $22,5S?.700 40.705280 519,115,882 $17,888,919 Sl6,848,4M $18,301,428 $15,777,675 .Se,OZB.m 410,803,888 

So So S o S o S o S o  So So So So So So So $0 So 
Taw S'm.888288 $*.lll.W5 $t.881.028 $2,629,130 $2.867.18O 0 So $0 SP,424201 $24,534,824 42,632.mO SO,& $18,115,882 $17,889,918 $ l L ( Y O . ~  $18,3Ol,2 $16,777.676 68,029,028 410.903,888 

7 So S o S o S o S o S o S o S o S o  So So So So So So So So So So So 
EnrW So So So So So So So So So So So So So So So So So to So So 
Taw So #I So to So to So So (0 to 

HECO E n q y  EHWun, au*a 
CE Anew DOCKET (Wrn.06) ESD 082208 (2).xls 
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Avd- -Ity md E m  Costs 
SCENARIO: Used year-by-yw eatimates for 20-year forecast horizon (2008-2025). then the escalated levelized value for years beyond. - 1 P P 8 ~ l P P B ~ a P l P a p l f . ? P r a 1 P 1 9 ~ ~ ? p 1 B ? p 1 z ? p 1 1 1 1 4 1 p a e z p ? p z 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  - $ l m  $181 $ l a  $181 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.530 $1,704 $1,538 $1,413 $1,304 $1,207 $1,150 $1,112 $1.077 -$411 -$744 $882 $662 
Average Energy-(YkWh) $0.110 $0.107 $0.102 $0.107 $0.099 $0.100 $0.104 $0.104 $0.109 -50.140 -50.133 -$0.119 -50.115 -$0.109 -%.I05 M.100 -50.109 -$0.111 $0.138 $0.144 -50.006 -$0.006 

Source: HECO System Plaming estimates (DSM AC 2006A RB.xls) (see below) 

v 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Year-by-year Estimates - (Slkw) 193.13 193.78 194.14 194.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1638.84 1824.52 1646.77 1513.22 1397.06 1292.84 1231.42 1191.37 1153.09 -440.62 -7Q6.88 
A v e w  Energy (YMWh) 117.40 114.77 109.45 114.48 105.92 107.54 111.43 111.05 116.59 -149.57 -142.09 -127.40 -123.54 -116.75 -111.99 -107.12 -117.08 -119.32 147.58 154.72 
Average Energy (SlkWh) 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 0.15 0.15 

Avoided Cost (Levalized) - Cost8 held WfMBnt from 2028 to 2050. - (SlkW) $709 
Aver- Energy ($.kwh) -30.0088 

Adjuatmant of Avoided wsts to refled Net-to-System: Based on email from Alan Hee (WQI08): 
Please multiply the avdded wets from Exhibit 12 by (1-0.1 117)+(1-0.04864) = 0.93372 so that they can be multiplied times tha gross g6neration levels of kw and kwh 

Adjuslment Factor: 0.9337 
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- 2 %  
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Avoided Energy and Capacity Costpage 
Resource Plan Scenario Discussion 

For the purpose of evaluating the cost-effectiveness of its Energy Efficiency DSM 
programs, HECO performed a scenario analysis which took a snapshot of the 
various planning assumptions. The cost-effectiveness of the Energy Efficiency 
DSM programs was assessed by comparing the costs avoided as a result of the 
implementation of the programs against the program implementation costs. The 
avoided costs were estimated by calculating the difference in costs (capacity and 
energy) between a 'Future EE DSM" (or 'baseN) resource plan, which included 
the DSM programs, and a 'No Future EE DSM' (or 'alternate') resource plan, 
which excluded the DSM programs. 

The avoided costs were estimated from base and alternate plans under a 
"Scenario A," which included the specific assumptions described below. The 
avoided costs are sensitive to the assumptions, and a chang,e in the assumptions 
would produce different avoided cost results. 

The assumptions used in this Scenario A, and some of their associated 
uncertainties, were as follows: 

Wind Resource. Scenario A assumed that a 50 MW wind farm would be 
producing energy on the HECO system in 2009. This assumption is consistent 
with the company's Final Preferred Plan in its IRP-3 fited with the Commission on 
October 28,2005, though the IRP-3 indicated that the actual size will depend 
upon wind resource and siting conditions (IRP-3 at 1-25). The commercial 
operation date is subject to uncertainties such as site availability and resolution 
of potential interconnection issues. 

Munici~al Solid Waste Resource. Scenario A assumed that a nominal 16 NNV 
Municipal Solid Waste generating unit would be added b the HECO system in 
the 2013 timeframe. The potential for this project was identified in Section 
15.4.1.6 of HECO's IRP-3 (IRP-3 at 15-35). HEW will continue to work with the 
City and County of Honolulu to facilitate this project, but the precise size and 
commercial operation date are uncertain. 

Photovoltaic Resources. Scenario A assumed that HECO would install 300 kW 
of PV in each of the years 2007,2015,2020, and 2025. This assumption is 
consistent with HECO's IRP-3 (IRP-3 at 1-24), though it is possible that the 
precise implementation schedule couM differ. 
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D'lstniuted Generam. Scenario A assumed that an add'rtiond 15 MW of u t i l i  
sited distributed generation will be installed in 2006. (Scenario A captures the 
approximately 15 MW of utility-sited DO actually installed in 2005.) The potential 
for risk-mitigating DG was discussed in HECO's IRP-3 (IRP-3 at 1-25). 

Sales and Peak Foreca* Scenario A was based on the April 2006 short-term 
forecast for years 2006-2010, with sales and peaks for the years beyond 2010 
based on year-over-year percentage increases from the February 2004 long-term 
forecast. The February 2004 forecast was utilized in HECO's IRP-3. The April 
2006 short-term forecast is the company's latest official forecast, and is generally 
lower than the IRP-3 forecast. Forecasts are planning toois, and it is possible 
that actual system peaks could vary from the forecasts assumed. For example, 
peaks can be impacted by weather, whii  is difficult to predict. 

Fuel Price Forecast. Scenario A used HECO's 2006 Fuel Price Forecast. Actual 
fuel prices may vary from the forecast, which would have an impact on DSM's 
avoided energy cost. 

EFOR. Scenario A ussd HECO unit €FOR values that were contained in the 
company's 2006 AOS filing. Specifically, for the purposes of this analysis, it was 
assumed that until the CTs are installed, HECO unit EFOR would track the 
"Forward-Looking EFOR' shown on Table ES-2 of the 2006 AOS. Subsequently, 
in the y&r following the installation of the 2nd CT (201 O), it was assumed that 
the '4-year average EFOR' shown on Table ES-2 would be achieved. The 
€FOR assumption affects the calculation of generating system reliability, w h i i  in 
turn is used to determine when add i i a l  generating capacity should be 
installed. Actual generating unit EFOR may deviate from the assumptions used. 

bustion Turbiryl. HECOk 2006 Adequacy of Supply indicated that 
even under a kwer load scenario, reserve Capacity shortfalls would increase to a 
level such that the nominal 100 MW of c a m  of the next generating unit will 
not be sufficient to restore HECO's generating system reliability above the 4.5 
years per day reliabitity guideline in 2009 and beyond (HECO AOS at 36). 
Results consistent with this finding were obsenred in Scenario A, and so a 
second CT was added b the resource plan. Even with reduced peaks from the 
April 2006 Sales and Peak forecast, and 30 MW of utility-sited DG (15 MW in 
2005 and 15 MW in 2006). a second increment of firm generating capacity was 
needed b satisfy the generating system reliability guideline in HEWS capacity 
planning criteria. The potential for the second CT was also described in HECO's 
I RP-3 (IRP-3 at 1 5-38). 

Virtual DGm. The 'No Future EE DSW or 'alternatem resource plan for Scenario 
A included a supply-side resource called 'Virtual DGm. This proxy resource is 
used to provide a means to estimate the capacity-value that Energy E&iency 
DSM can provide in years with a pronounced generation shortfall (2006 t h ~  
2009) when firm central-station generation capacity cannot be added 
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enough-to address the shodfall. Absent this esourw, energy efficiency DSM 
programs would be given zero capacity value in the near-term yearn, as the 
impacts are not large enough b defer a generating unit addition. In this "work- 
around-" method, a proxy Virtual DG resource is used in the alternate resource 
plan. The size of the Virtual DO resource is approximately equal to that of the 
peak reductkn benefit of the energy efficiency DSM programs for the years in 
which a capacity value for the programs is being estimated. The energy 
efficiency DSM programs are displaced in the base resource plan. The 
underlying energy and capacity costs for this Virtual DO resource were derived 
from the costs for HECO's utility-sited DG. 

Load Manaaement Prwramg. Scenario A assumed that the company is able to 
successfully implement its CIDLC and RDLC programs. These programs are in 
both the base and alternate resource plans since the objective is to estimate the 
avoided costs of the energy efficiency DSM programs only. The underlying 
assumptions for these programs are from the January 2006 timeframe, and may 
differ from actual load management impacts obtained in the future. 
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Notes: 
(1) Plans are based on April 2006 short-term forecast extended beyond 2010 using the February 

2W4 SBP forecast escalations, 2006 HECO fuel plice forecast, and 2006 GDPIPD forecast 
(2) W i  DSM' plan includes future 2006-2025 EE DSM, while the 'No DSM' plan excludes 

these impacts. Both plans include 1) acquired 1996-2005 EE DSM (2005 acq LFA's 1/10/06) 
2) acquired and future RDLC and ClDLC (LFA files received 1/12/06) 

(3) CIP CT 1 (113 MW) - Simple Cycle Siemens CT at Campbell Industrial Park site 
CIP CT 2 (1 13 MW) - 2nd Simple Cycle Siemens CT at Campbell Industrial Park site 
FBC Coal (180 MW) - Atmospheric fluidized Bed Coal unit 

14) CHP imoacts assumes market size eauivalent to no u t i l i  oarticitation scenario .. . isj NO HECO unit or IPP retirements 
. 

(6) Coal units installed year based on the need for capacity (not economics) . 
(7) Virtual DG, in 'no DSM' plan installed at MW levels equal to EE DSM programs 

DSM AC 2006A r3.xls - Unit Addition Timing 



April 2OOWebruary 2004 Sales and Peak Forecast escalation; 2006 HECO Fuel Price Forecast 
ATTACHMENT 1 

DSM Avoided Cost 20 year DSM 

PV cost using 
leveiized rate 
dependent on 

PV Factor DSM energy 
1 .OOOO (1 88.51) 
0.9210 (473.59) 



April 2006lFebruary 2004 Sales and Peak Forecast escalation; 2006 HECO Fuel Price Forecast 
AlTACHMENT 2 

DSM Avoided Cost 20 year DSM 

Revenue Requirements 

Total (06-25) 
NPV (0%) 

Load forecast Apr 2006 (short). Saieslpeaks beyond 2010 
were derived using % increase from Feb 2004 Long T e n  Fcst 

2006 HECO fuel price forecast 
EE DSM based on .Ifa files from Energy Services dated 

3/22/06 and 3/23/06 
LM based on the LFAs received on 3/22/06 and 3/28/06 
CHP impacts assumes market size equivalent to no utility 

participation scenario (LFA received 12/14/05) 
Assumes that HECO units and the IPP units do not retire 
Assumed KPLP at 208 MW 
2006 AOS EFORs reduced to 4-yr avg after 2nd CT 
PS O&M 5 yr maint (2006 AOS); GPD LT maint 
PV factor based on after-tax Cost of capital 8.579% 

per 12/21/04 email from FAD 

Coincident Peak Demand 

2008 
2007 

2608 
2009 

2010 
201 1 

2 0 1 2  
2013 

2014 
2015 

2016 
2017 
2618 
2019 

2021 
2022 

2023 
2024 
2025 

965,810 1,042,931 
$41 1,893 $394,204 ~eveiized 

Notes: 
12 Utility Cost from PRV System Cost Report for WDSMO6AW.sav. 
13 Utility Cost from PRV System Cost Report for NDSM06At37.m~. 
14 Columns (13) minus column (12) 

Diff In DSM cost for EE DSM prog (excl adjstmts for T&D avd costs) 
from LFA Utility Cost from PRV Sptem Cost Reports 
Column (14) plus Column (15) 
Column (16) minus column (7) with the 9.751% revenue tax remwed 

18 Final Peak from GAF Loads and Res Detail Report - WDSM06AW.sav 
19 Final Peak from GAF Loads and Res Detail Report - NDSM06ARl.sav 
20 Cdumn (19) minus column (18) 
21 Cdumn (17) divided by column (20) 

Net Avoided 
Revenue 

with DSM wlo DSM Requirements 
($000) ($000) ($000) 
(1 2) (1 3) (1 4) 

1,027,308 1,015,272 (12,036) 
1,024,770 1,020,302 (4,468) 
1,018,958 1,021,199 2,241 
1,062,971 1,072,266 9,294 
1,060.076 1,065,016 4,940 
1,078,926 1,087,129 8,204 
1,104,427 1,116,878 12,451 
1,148,930 1,164,839 15,910 
1,179,329 1,200,710 21,381 
1,205,433 1,254,812 49.379 
1,240,967 1,314,446 73,479 
1,274,692 1,345,108 70,418 
1,329.258 1,392,493 63,234 
1,362,033 1,420,130 58,097 
1,409,068 1,461,427 52,361 
1,459,920 1,508,015 48,095 
1,518,028 1,554,795 36,767 
1,565,256 1,595,751 30,495 
1,637,378 1,645,394 8,017 
1,726,100 1,698,398 (27,702) 

DSM AC 2006A r3.xis - Av. Costs - Formatted 
8/8/00 Page 2 

DSM Revenue 
Requirements 

($000) 
(1 5) 

17,281 
17,672 
17,492 
17,986 
18,397 
18,987 
19,585 
20,202 
20,838 
21.495 
22,174 
22,874 
23,598 
24,344 
25.1 15 
25,859 
26,626 
27,418 
28,234 
29,077 

W5.254 

Avoided 
Revenue 

Requirements 
($000) 
(1 6) 

5,245 
13,204 
19,732 
27,281 
23,337 
27,191 
32,036 
36,111 
42,219 
70,875 
95,653 
93,290 
86,832 
82,442 
77,476 
73,954 
63,393 
57,913 
36,251 

1,375 

Avoided 
Capital and 
Fixed O&M 

Costs 
($000) 
(1 7) 

1.533 
3,377 
4,949 
6,482 

119,206 
143,598 
139,109 
134,771 
130,561 
128,508 
122,569 
11 8.744 
114,964 
(43,944) 
(79,499) 

EE DSM 
Peak with Peak wlo Peak 
EE DSM EE DSM Reduction 

(MW) (MW) (MW) 
(1 8) (1 9) (20) 
1,311.2 1,319.2 7.9 
1.329.5 1,347.0 17.4 
1,339.7 1,365.2 25.5 
1,357.4 1,390.8 33.4 
1,368.2 1,409.2 41 .O 
1,377.3 1,424.7 47.4 
1,387.3 1,440.5 53.1 
1,396.9 1,456.3 59.4 
1,406.3 1,472.4 66.0 
1,415.9 1,488.6 72.7 
1,422.1 1,500.8 78.7 
1,428.5 1,512.9 84.5 
1,436.2 1,525.2 89.1 
1.444.1 1,537.6 93.5 
1.456.6 1,554.4 97.9 
1,465.2 1,564.7 99.5 
1,474.5 1,574.2 99.7 
1,484.2 1,583.9 99.7 
1,493.8 1,593.5 99.7 
1,503.6 1,603.4 99.8 

Avoided 
Capital and 
Fixed O&M 

Costs 
($N-Y~) 

(21) 
193 
194 
194 
194 

1,639 
1,825 
1,647 
1,513 
1,397 
1,293 
1,231 
1,191 
1,153 
(441) 
(7972 

PV cost using 
levelized rate 
dependent on 

DSM peak 
PV Factor impacts 

1.0000 5,629.77 
0.9210 11,379.24 
0.8482 15,332.52 
0.7812 18,488.42 
0.7195 20,934.89 
0.6626 22,266.96 
0.6103 22,981.81 
0.5621 23,683.64 
0.5176 24,234.46 
0.4767 24,587.85 
0.4391 24,502.78 
0.4044 24,220.89 
0.3724 23,518.95 
0.3430 22,728.84 
0.3159 21,918.13 
0.2909 20,533.45 
0.2680 18,936.75 
0.2488 17,445.91 
0.2273 16,072.36 
0.2093 14,807.00 
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2006 Fuel Oil Price Forecast Page 7 

Real Dollars ($2005) 

Hawaiian Electric Company 
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2006 Fuel Oil Price Forecast Page 8 

Nominal Dollars 

Hawaiian Uectrie Company 
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2006 Fuel Oil Price Forecast (PreliM&ry) 
Real Dollars ($2005) 

C d  Price Forecast (Short Ton) 
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2006 Fuel Oil Price Forecast (PrelinWdpY) 

Coal Price Forecast (Short Ton) 
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2006 Energy Efficiency Programs 
Shareholder lncentives Shareholder lncentives 

Lost Margins Before Tax After Tax 
ClEE $891,343 $1,797,643 $1,098,185 
ClNC $350,113 $668,215 $408,214 
ClCR $41 2,896 $1,298,478 $793,244 
REWH $1 62,314 $1 52,870 $93,389 
RNC $1 17,722 $375,894 $229,635 
E$H $957,223 $1,960,079 $1,197,418 
RLI $1 55,655 $369,128 $225,501 
Total $3,047,266 $6,622,306 $4,045,587 

Cl EE 
ClNC 
ClCR 
REWH 
RNC 
E$H 
RLI 
Total 

ClEE 
ClNC 
CICR 
REWH 
RNC 
E$H 
RLI 
Total 

2007 Energy Efficiency Programs 
Shareholder lncentives Shareholder lncentives 

Lost Margins Before Tax After Tax 
$891,343 $1,702,207 $1,039,884 
$350,114 $626,554 $382,763 
$41 2,896 $1,209,915 $739,141 
$1 62,314 $1 51,811 $92,742 
$155,190 $759,964 $464,264 
$587,521 $1,430,672 $874,002 
$1 55,655 $363,569 $222,105 

$2,715,033 $6,244,692 $3,814,901 

2008 Energy Efficiency Programs 
Shareholder lncentives Shareholder lncentives 

Lost Margins Before Tax After Tax 
$891,343 $1,596,803 $975,492 
$350,113 $583,265 $356,318 
$41 2,896 $1,111,618 $679,091 
$1 62,314 $144,175 $88,077 
$1 09,931 $643,035 $392,832 
$358,829 $1,227,832 $750,086 
$1 55,655 $358,477 $21 8,994 

$2,441,082 $5,665,205 $3,460,890 
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Utility DSM Compensation Docket No. 05-0069 
Assuming Rate Case Every 3 Years I 

Line Calendar Years 

1 2 3a 4 5 6a 
Accrued Lost Marains 
I st yr programs $1.5 $3.0 $3.0 
2nd yr programs $1.4 $2.8 
3rd yr programs $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 
4th yr programs $1.2 $2.4 $2.4 
5th yr programs $1.2 $2.4 
6th yr pro~rams $1.2 
Total Shortfall $1.5 $4.4 $7.0 $2.4 $4.8 $7.2 

8 Existing Surcharge Mechanism 
9 Recover in Base Rates $7.0 $7.0 $7.0 
10 Surcharge: 
1 1 Lost Margin Recovery $1.5 $4.4 $7.0 $2.4 $4.8 $7.2 
12 Shareholder lncentiveb $6.6 $6.2 $5.7 $5.7 $5.7 $5.7 
13 Surcharge Recovery $8.1 $1 0.6 $1 2.7 $8.1 $1 0.5 $1 2.9 

Rate Case Proposal (Recovered in Base Rates, Shortfall capped at 3 annual years) 
Recover in Base Rates $7.0 $7.0 $7.0 
Embed in Base Rates $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 
Return on Program CostsC $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.2 $2.3 
Total in Base Rates $8.1 $8.1 $8.1 $15.1 $1 5.2 $1 5.3 

Surcharge: Return Base Over Recovery 

CA's Proposal 
Recover in Base Rates 
Surcharge: 
Lost Margin Recovery $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 
Shareholder Incentive $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

Surcharge Recovery $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

27 Company Proposal 1st Alternative, 5% Shared Savings 
28 Recover in Base Rates 
29 Surcharge 
30 Fixed Cost Shortfall 
31 5% Shared savingsb $3.3 $3.1 $2.9 $2.9 $2.9 $2.9 
32 Surcharge Recovery $3.3 $3.1 $2.9 $2.9 $2.9 $2.9 

33 Company Proposal 2nd Alternative 1-year Shortfall Recovery + 15% of Program Costs 
34 Recover in Base Rates $7.0 $7.0 $7.0 
35 Surcharge 
36 1 -yr Fixed Cost Shortfall $1.5 $2.9 $2.6 $2.4 $2.4 $2.4 
37 15% of Program Costc $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.1 $2.2 $2.3 
38 Surcharge Recovery $3.6 $5.0 $4.7 $4.5 $4.6 $4.7 
39 Capped at $4.0 million $3.6 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 $4.0 

Notes: 
a. Rate case year, new rates effective in the following year. 
b. Existing shared savings mechanism. 

Updated avoided energy and capacity costs, Program costs, using 2006 fuel price forecast. 
c. Updated program costs, excluding load management. 

Exh 13 U t i l i  Compensation Scenarios 8-2446.~1~ 
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